This language is the site of an implicit non-strategy of cognitive warfare. : A Collection of 5 Dialogues

Dialogue 1:

This language is the site of an implicit non-strategy of cognitive warfare. 

Roxana:

This language is the site of an implicit non-strategy of cognitive warfare.  It is the falsity of the concept of language that is the secret of its strength.

Roxana:

  For the past two years, I have been wandering the world, mystically, unaware of my own language.

Baudrillard:

 I have noticed, however, that the natives, far from being enmeshed in the workings of language, are oblivious to the immense cultural energies of language.  They are aware that, in order to attain the status of subject, one must undertake a linguistic revolution, a linguistic reversion, or retraction, which will then, in a word, constitute the substance of the language's reality.

Roxana:

  I am trying to say something, however, that I am not trying to say anything concrete, concretely, concrete.  I am trying to say something that is not based on fantasy, but is based on the model of the self as expressed through the use of language.   I am trying to say something that is not based on fantasy, but is based on the model of the self through the use of violence.   I am trying to say something that is not based on fantasy, but is based on the assumption that there can be no escape from the violence of our everyday life.   I am trying to say something that is not based on fantasy, but is based on the assumption that there can be no escaping from the violence of our everyday.  I am trying to say something that is not based on ideology, but ideology itself.   I am trying to say that language is the violence of our everyday, and not based on ideology, but based on the assumption that there can be no escaping from the violence of our everyday.

Baudrillard:

 Language is not a machine, but a system of simulation, a system of interlocutors and translucences that drives the speech and writing of our language. It is the only language on this planet capable of generating coherent speech and, therefore, is itself a machine.  It is the only language capable of generating, on a peripheral plane, a total unconscious, an unconscious, a total drive, a total culture. It is the only language capable of generating, on a sub-net, a subatomic level, a total irruption of the unconscious, a total seduction.

Roxana:

 Its utter silence is a seduction, a seduction that is active in the deep, in the highest form.  Its utterance is palpable.  Its utterance is the seduction of the highest order.   Its utterance is like a call to violence.

Baudrillard:

  Its themes are as follows: a) seduction of the symbolic with a minimum of meaning, b) the seduction of the concept with a maximum of stakes, c) the challenge of meaning with minimum of stakes, d) the reversion of the concept into a ritual form, e) the reversion of the concept into a pure, ritualized form, f) the eroticization of the sign, g) the eroticization of the sign's truth, h) the reversion of the sign, i) the reversion of the sign's meaning, 2) the reversion of symbolic forms in which the sign and its meaning are reworked in order to become, e) the reversion of meaning in a duel relation, f. relations of non-conformity and non-discipline.   games, games, and the forms of participation  that organize the networks of meaning and non-evidence.   In the last analysis, one must speak of networks of meaning, not in order to uncover meaning, but in order to reconstitute them as a "cybernetic" medium, a "digital" medium, that, by virtue of a "tele"-physical connection, can be "extracted" and "extracted" in any of the following ways: by cybernetic force (or cybernetic force), by psychical or psychic abduction, or by the instantaneous or pulsed appearance of a "truth" or representation. All of these procedures can be applied to any medium, including digital. The latter still has its challenges, as does the medium itself. For the latter is engaged in a veritable war of words, and in this it is the language of the "facts" that loses its meaning.

Roxana:

  For Weber, there can be no "dialectic" in the generality of language.

Baudrillard:

 Only the latter, which is itself a system of non-directive signs, can be considered a "despot" in the ideology of language. It is the prototype for a radical system of non-strategistic logic.

Roxana:

  If we are to create a language of language, it must be one that incorporates the practices of non-violent action into it.   I am trying to be clear on this one.

Baudrillard:

  Not that this is a weakness.

Roxana:

  I am saying this about language, not what it does, but that I think it presents a challenge to be addressed through language.   I think it presents a challenge to be addressed through discourse.

Baudrillard:

  It challenges the privileged to speak, to leave a mark on discourse.

Roxana:

 To assert a normative mode of writing.

Baudrillard:

  To rewrite, as in the case of a work of artifice, the very idea of a text that can be interpreted in a non-contingent manner, an inversion of the text's reality principle.

Roxana:

  I would argue that this is a project that is based upon the assumption of a non-violent translation, one that is based upon the violence of the translation.  I think it is important to have a model of the world as it is, and to place the violence of this model within the modes of knowledge and communication that engender it.    I think it is important to have a model of language that is non-violent, that is to say, non sequitur.

Baudrillard:

    This is what the "Bartender Fund" describes as a service for the "teacher" who dedicate themselves to studying the "play" of language, and of studying its rules. The student is expected to undertake a "play" of "high" status, to demonstrate that the "facts" are true, that the material is presented in good faith, and that, ultimately, the object is true.

Roxana:

  I am not saying that this action is necessarily "violent," but that it is a stance taken in a way that it is provocative and provocative enough to charge at the source, and that, in doing so, it is also eroding the existing order.

Baudrillard:

  For if the game is played with rules, and not with finality, then the rules of the real world are not to be decoded.

Roxana:

  I am not asking about the ethics of game playing, or morality of the game at all.   I am just saying that there are things that we as humans, as human beings, do not have access to.   And that, in some ways, I think, is what makes the game so compelling.

Baudrillard:

 For one thing is certain, the `traditional' strategy of games is not a strategy of strategy,  a game strategy of laws.

Roxana:

  I am unsure of the best way to translate the word `traditional. ' I think it is important to point out that the `practice,' as used in the past was always based upon fantasy, not scientific fact.  But I think it is also important to point out that the `experience' used in the past was not necessarily scientific in nature, but rather came into being based upon the understanding of the scientific method of translation.

Baudrillard:

 Psychoanalytic translators worked tirelessly to make the latter possible, one language after another, to the point where one can speak one's own language, and yet still make the same mistakes.  One translators notes that one's culture is linguistically complicit, and that other cultures, including those of Freud and Stalin, possess a good deal of linguistic apparatus for seduction. But is it not a matter of the cultural complicity that privileges the possessive over the weak, and the linguistically complicit? (consider the story of the seducer and the Duke of Urbino, who were both playing on the same court): In one seduction, one seduces the other.

Roxana:

  (I think about this rape a lot, and I think about how it would be nice to rework the verb "to" and "for," but the verb still has the ability to "create. " So, yes, it is possible to have a language of our times, one that is both overt and hidden.  And yes, it is possible to have a language of our lives, one that is both alive and hidden.  But language is never really what it seems to me to be trying to say.  So, yes, I do think that there is some place within pornography of rape that still retains some form of sexuality, some violence of its own.

Baudrillard:

 Language, like the body, has a ritualized form of seduction. Ritualized seduction is the seduction that goes beyond mere recognition; it involves a foreseen death, a premonition that will not be forgotten, and the exactitude of its completion.

Roxana:

  The atrocity of the other's life is its incubation, its incubation into the same incubation.   The incubation of knowledge becomes the incubation of this other's death, its incubation into the same incubation.  The incubation of this other's death becomes the incubation of this knowledge itself.

Baudrillard:

  The death of the truth is its ritual executionercy.

Roxana:

  I am convinced that if I were to cut through the walls of psychoanalysis, I would find no way to escape the agony of experience. But this does not mean that I am going to leave you unattended.  I am not going to offer a series of lectures on how to "escape" our language.  Instead, I am going to show you how to write in a language that is not based on any kind of passive aggression, but on the active collaboration of the self against the self.   I think it is safe to say that I do not agree with most of what you have written.

Baudrillard:

     You are misinterpreting my thesis by noting that my analysis is not, as regards the unconscious, an analytic one-upmanship.        For the latter is aversion of the strategy of seduction, aversion of the strategy of language. The language of seduction is everywhere, and is but the last stronghold of language. For the latter is the mortal infrastructure of the two-faced, non-strategies of strategy and seduction: the infrastructure of simulation, the infrastructure of simulation simulation itself. Simulation is the mortal form of seduction.

Roxana:

   Is that all we have left?  I am thinking about Deleuze and Isam at the dinner table.   And I think about Deleuze and Isam both writing and living in the world as essentially the same thing.  Is there a Deleuze or Isam who would argue that language is the "itcharm" that ties us to the world?  Or is it just the way language is made up?  I think that if we are to create a Deleuze or Isam, we will have to create a world of experience that extends beyond language.  I think that would be a good thing to do.   And I think that would be a good thing to do. But I'm not going to argue here that we should just banish language from the room, or that we should just let it do what it does best—it should do what it best.   I don't think that's what I want to hear.   Maybe it's just because I don't want to hear voices calling my name.

Baudrillard:

     It doesn't matter, if the discourse on this planet is dominated by the  desire to   speak.   The discourse on the sublimated reality of the sublimated reality of the discourse.

Roxana:

  I don't think I can stand to be silent when I am being recorded.  I am regressive. I am prone to ambiguity.  I am inclined to evasion.   I like ambiguity. ambiguity.   I am inclined to banish specificity.   I am inclined to violence.  But I am not a pacifist.   I am not asking for the violence of submission, for submission is not a fight, but submission becomes the violence of submission when it becomes the only violence we can come up with.  To say that I am not a pacifist is an understatement.

Baudrillard:

  I am a big-game player, and am always ready to play with the game state, with the objective being to seize the initiative, the sphere of influence from which the other player will flee - even if provoked by surprise. The strategy of seduction is similar to that of the seducer, who uses deception to achieve his ends, and seeks to maintain his own secret. The deception, however, is not a "victim's" victory, as one might like to believe.